Village of La Grange
Zoning Board of Appeals
Regular Meeting of April 19, 2018
A regular meeting of the Zoning Board of Appeals for the Village of La Grange was held at 7:30
p.m. on Tuesday, April 19, 2018 on the second floor Auditorium Room of the Village Hall, 53 S.
La Grange Road, La Grange, Illinois.
I.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.
Verify Quorum
Upon roll call the following were:
Present: Edwards, O’Connor, Finder, Pappas
Absent: Blentlinger and Tussing
Heather Valone, Planner, Charity Jones, Community Development Director, and
Trustee Mark Kuchler were also present.

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – MARCH 15, 2018
Commissioner O’Connor made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Edwards to
approve the minutes from March 15, 2018 with no changes. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed

III.

ZBA CASE #621 – TO CONSIDER A ZONING VARIATION FROM
PARAGRAPH 3-110-F (MAXIMUM LOT COVERAGE) OF THE ZONING
CODE WITHIN THE R-4 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT,
STEPHANIE AND DENNIS KILEy 316 9TH AVE.
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas asked anyone in the audience that is speaking in regards to
this case to please stand and raise his/her right hand. He then administered the oath.
He then called for a motion to open Case #621.
Commissioner O’Connor made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Edwards to
open Case #621. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
Staff Presentation
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Heather Valone, Planner for Village of La Grange, said Stephanie and Dennis Kiley,
owners of the property, wish to expand their front porch by 225 square feet (sf),
increasing the impervious coverage of the lot. The Zoning Code only allows 45% to
be covered by impervious surfaces. If approved, the proposed porch would result in a
50% impervious lot coverage.
The Zoning Code looks at any impervious surface and calculates those requirements.
What counts as lot coverage is driveways, walkways, garage, patios, the primary
house, and any additional service walks. You would need to first add all those up and
then deduct any allowances or credits. The Code gives up to 160 sf of an open front
porch. Even if the porch is larger than 160 sf it will only give 160 sf. It also gives
credit for half of a detached garage up to a certain threshold. It also gives a credit up
to 450 sf of a driveway to a detached garage. She showed on the overhead areas of
the subject property that the applicant received credit back.
Mrs. Valone, stated the applicant applied for a permit back in 2011. They had
proposed a very large addition onto the back of the building. As part of the permit,
they were required to do some regrading and also bring in an infiltration trench. In
July of 2012, the applicant had applied to reconstruct a paver patio. In August of
2017 the applicant applied for a permit to expand their front porch. That is when the
Village Engineer looked at the lot coverage and identified that they were over the lot
coverage without the proposed porch and that permit was denied.
Applicant Presentation
Stephanie Kiley, applicant, said her husband and her moved to La Grange in 2008.
The things that attracted them to move to La Grange were the sense of community
and being in a community where you can walk to everything. They fell in love with
the style and history of the homes. They bought their home with the intention of
expanding it. Over the past 10 years they have made several improvement to their
property and felt they were always in-line with the character of the neighborhood.
The addition was done in alignment with the permit requirements. The infiltration
system was put in place and regarding was done. They were not aware that the
permit was not closed out until they applied in August of 2017 for the permit for the
porch. She is aware of the stormwater dissipation issues in their neighborhood. They
have been affected by it themselves with having their basement flood a couple of
times. She would not want to add to the problem and intends to help with the issue by
adding an infiltration system to the front yard.
When they rebuilt their garage, they did make it a two car garage. At the time, there
was extra concrete poured on the north side of the garage, which is used for their
garbage cans. Behind the garage they have 12x12 tiles which are used to keep the
weeds down. The porch is the last project that they are looking to do externally.
There is currently a partial front porch which she feels is unwelcoming. She feels the
addition of the porch is in character of the neighborhood and is in-line with the vision
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of the Comprehensive Plan. They would like the porch so they can interact with
neighbors and be able to watch their young child.
Tim Trompeter, architect, said the applicant had some water issues before they did
the addition in 2011. Since the addition they have had a dry basement. When they
found out that they were over impervious surface they began working on ways to
address any water issues. He inquired about having an additional dissipation system
in front yards. The property drains from west to east so he would rather deal with it
in front. There are some other remedies, like taking pavement out in the back yard.
When you are dealing with areas behind or around garages you either put something
down to avoid the weeds or you are constantly mowing. The Village Engineer
alluded to the fact that the infiltration trench was not put in, but it was. The final
topography survey was not done, which is usually done by the general contractor. He
was never notified that it was not done. They are more than willing to do it now and
any additional grading that needs to be done.
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas asked what remediation activity has been done.
Mr. Trompeter stated what was actually done was an infiltration trench and that was
to handle the sump pump discharge. The Village Engineer is saying that the grading
was not done but the only way to tell that is with a topography survey. In the front
they would put an infiltration system in and take the down spouts off of the front roof.
They asked the Village Engineer if this was something that he would consider and he
said that he would.
Commissioner Edwards asked if there was precedence set with the front infiltration
system to go over the lot coverage.
Mrs. Valone said there were five other variations for lot coverage. The bulk of them
do have stormwater management to assist with going over the lot coverage.
Sometimes these systems are placed in the front yard if there is lack of space in the
rear. They are generally underground and not visible.
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas clarified that their sump pump does not go into Village
sewers.
Mr. Trompeter stated it does not.
Commissioner O’Connor asked if there were any unique physical conditions with the
lot.
Mr. Trompeter stated that is one of the hardest thing to satisfy in any zoning
application. They were trying to overcome that hurdle by offering a solution for
stormwater so they can go over the lot coverage.
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Commissioner Finder clarified that the property currently is over the maximum of
45%.
Mrs. Valone said that is true. Staff did receive a three emails from neighbors. The
first email was from Rich and Susan Steffens owners of 326 9th Ave. They
commented that having the open porch adds to the esthetics of the home and
neighborhood. Having an open front porch is a welcoming attribute to the
neighborhood. As a home with a covered front porch, it becomes an open space to
chat with neighbors and strengthen the neighborhood as a whole. This addition will
improve property values and make 9th Avenue more attractive.
The second email was from Julia and Mac Faron owners of 300 9th Ave. They
commented they are in support of the variance being sought from 316 9th Avenue in
La Grange. They would like to share that they love front porches. They are
welcoming to the neighborhood and promote community cohesiveness. They offer a
comfortable place to relax and enjoy the beauty of La Grange, whether to just enjoy
the weather or read a book or to gather with family & friends. A larger porch
provides space to adequately use the area as a functional space thus contributing to
enhanced quality of life.
The third email was from Kim Borawski owner of 332 9th Ave. She commented that
she is in support of their project confident that it will add to curb appeal of their
home, and hoped that translates into positively impacting property values on 9th
Avenue. Her hope is that their attempts to not add to the storm water drainage issue
we have on 9th Avenue will be successful. In addition to back yard issues newer in
past 3-5 years or so they currently also have front yard and sidewalk flooding and
icing that occurs along that stretch of their block. Any appropriate drainage strategies
for back and front yards would be a win-win to keep their sidewalks safe and yards
flood free.
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas asked when a variance is granted and there are a set of
agreements that are associated with a project, what is the procedure for follow-up to
make sure the applicant has followed those conditions.
Mrs. Valone stated when an applicant is issued a permit they sign a paper indicating
they will follow the required construction rules, follow construction hours, and also
call for inspections. She cannot speak in regards to the procedure in 2011. When
inspections are called for they do look to see what has been done and what has not
and all inspections have to be completed to schedule a final inspection. Due to the
volume of permits and the number of staff they do require the applicant to sign that
piece of paper with the understanding that it is their responsibility to call for the
inspections. Since a new department head has taken over the department, the current
process is at the end of the year any unopen permits are evaluated in the system and
those applicants are notified.
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas asked if those agreements are legally binding.
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Mrs. Valone said she would have to ask the Village Attorney.
Mrs. Jones, Community Development Director, stated when they have a variation for
a front porch or similar variations there are usually documents that are recorded
against the property. For example, when they approve a variation for a porch it can
never be enclosed and that becomes a document that is recorded against the property
which is legally binding. So if the house does sell the next owner would know it is a
restriction.
Commissioner Edwards asked if this was approved what would be the process to
make sure the applicant meets requirements.
Mrs. Valone explained the permit process.
Mrs. Jones asked Mrs. Valone to explain the Village’s standard stormwater
management requirements that regardless whether they were in lot coverage or
exceeding they would have to comply with.
Mrs. Valone said in the Village if you are making changes to your property that has a
net increase of 250 sf or more they are required to get a grading topographic survey to
show how stormwater is impacted by the new improvement. Additionally, if a full
basement is being added or a significant addition is being added, stormwater
management structures such as dissipation systems are required. For any new
construction in the Village dissipation systems are required.
Commissioner Edwards asked if a permit was pulled for the patio.
Mrs. Valone stated a permit was pulled to reconstruct the patio, but they do not have a
record of the original construction of the patio.
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas asked if the pavers that were used for the patio are
permeable.
Mrs. Valone said any permeable pavers have to be reviewed and approved by the
Village Engineer. At the time they applied for the patio in July they did not seek to
have the Village Engineer to review them and consider them permeable. So they are
not currently considered pervious.
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas asked if the Commissioners had any additional questions
or comments.
Commissioner O’Connor stated he is concerned about the drainage and that there is
no unique physical condition.
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Commissioner Finder said one of the standards they have to look at is whether or not
this is self-created. If you look at the history in the report it seems that it is selfcreated. The Commission has to be careful about the precedence they set. The
variations that they typically approve for front porches do not exceed lot coverage.
Mrs. Kiley stated she feels if they did their projects in a different order, and not the
two car garage first, they would be standing here asking for a variation for the two car
garage. It seems that two garages the Commission has agreed to base on past history.
Commissioner Edwards said he feels that there are options to back down the lot
coverage. A suggestion would be to change the tiles around the garage.
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas stated he feels there are several potential remedies for this.
We all love porches in La Grange and most of the cases that the Commission has seen
have been setback issues. The Village is concerned about drainage in the village. He
asked if there were any further comments.
Mrs. Kiley said the part of the block she is in has several drainage issues. The front
yard dissipation should help everyone.
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas called for a motion to close the hearing.
Commissioner Edwards made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Finder to close
the hearing for Case #621. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
Zoning Board Discussion
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas explained the different options the Commission has for
making a motion for recommendation. He then asked if anyone wanted to make a
motion as the application was presented. None of the Commissioners made a motion.
Commissioner Finder asked staff if he could make a motion for the applicant to
reconstruct the patio with a permeable surface in order to get them below the
maximum lot coverage.
Mrs. Valone said hypothetically if they did make a motion for the applicant to
reconstruct the patio or have the patio evaluated to be considered permeable that
would still result in about 130 square feet over the maximum lot coverage. It would
just make it a smaller request from lot coverage. If they want the owner to back down
to the 45% then they would no longer need the variation.
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas stated the property as it exists right now is over the 45%
maximum. The property is at 48.6% currently and if this variation gets approved then
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they will be over the maximum lot coverage by slightly over 50%. The Commission
could make a motion to approve as presented. Or someone can make a motion at
lower percentage like 46% or 47%. If they went with other options or removed tiles
around the garage or the patio then they will be below the 45%.
Mrs. Valone said the applicant is over by 355 sf with the proposed porch. If they
removed the 220 sf patio or reconstruct it with a permeable surface it would get them
down to 135 sf over lot coverage. The two walk areas around the garage are 161 sf. If
that is the only surface to be reconstructed or as permeable surfaces then you would
end up at 194 sf over.
Pro Tem Chairman Pappas called for a motion for recommendation.
Zoning Board of Appeals Recommendation
Commissioner O’Connor made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Finder to deny
the request for Case #621, Variation from Paragraph 3-110F of the Zoning Code
within the R-4 Single Family Residential District. A roll call vote was taken:
Ayes: O’Connor, Finder, Edwards, Pappas
Nays: None
Motion passed
IV.

OLD BUSINESS
None

V.

NEW BUSINESS
None

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
Commissioner Edwards made a motion, seconded by Commissioner O’Connor to
adjourn the meeting at 8:27 p.m. A voice vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper
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STAFF MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:

Zoning Board of Appeals
Heather Valone, AICP, Village Planner

THROUGH: Charity Jones, AICP, Community Development Director
SUBJECT:

ZBA #622 – A Variation from Paragraph 3-110-C-1 (Required Front Yard) of the
Zoning Code within the R-4 Single Family Residential District, Brian and Keri
Tyrrell, 601 S. Spring Avenue.

DATE:

May 17, 2018

PROPOSAL
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicants, Brian and Keri Tyrrell (the “Applicants”), owners of the property at 601 S.
Spring Ave. (The “Subject Property”) (Figure 1), wish to construct a ten-foot-deep front porch
that would encroach into the required front yard of the Subject Property. Per Section 3-110-C-1
of the Zoning Code, front porches are required to observe a 35 ft. front yard requirement. The
existing home observes the required 35 ft. front yard. If approved, the proposed porch would
result in a 25.54 front yard. According to the Applicants, the proposed porch would add character
to the existing home and outdoor living
space. Zoning Code Section 14-303-E-1(a) (Authorized Variations) allows the
reduction of the dimension of any
required setback, yard, or building
spacing. The proposed porch would not
require any other variations from code.
BACKGROUND
The Village’s Zoning Code provides a
general definition of porch “a one-story
roofed structure attached to the plan of
the building with at least one unenclosed
side.” In order to analyze the entrance
features commonly found in the 400
block of S. Park Rd. three categories will
be used to describe the entrance features
with the following definitions:
1. Porch. A one-story roofed

Figure 1 Although the main entrance of the home faces W. 49th St.
Spring is considered the front yard. The W. 49th St. yard is the corner
side yard.

ZBA #622 – 601 S. Spring Ave.
May 17, 2018
structure attached to the plane of the building with at least one unenclosed side
2. Portico. A free standing roofed colonnade projecting from the plane of the façade only at
the entrance of a building.
3. Other Covered Entrance Feature. Any other roofed entrance structure that does not meet
the definition of porch or portico.
The Applicants’ have applied for the proposed porch as an entrance feature. However, the
Applicants’ must provide information that the porch is not completely enclosed and that the
proposed screens are removable.
VARIATION STANDARDS
Section 14-303-F of the La Grange Zoning Ordinance establishes standards for variations as
follows:
1. General Standard. No variation shall be granted pursuant to this Section unless the applicant
shall establish that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of this Code would create a
particular hardship or a practical difficulty. Such a showing shall require proof that the
variation being sought satisfies each of the standards set forth in this Subsection.
The Zoning Board of Appeals should be mindful of this general standard when evaluating the
submitted application.
2. Unique Physical Condition. The Subject Property is exceptional as compared to other lots
subject to the same provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including presence of
an existing use, structure, or sign, whether conforming or nonconforming; irregular or
substandard shape or size; exceptional topographical features; or other extraordinary
physical conditions peculiar to and inherent in the Subject Property that amount to more than
a mere inconvenience to the owner and that relate to or arise out of the lot rather than the
personal situation of the current owner of the lot.
The Subject Property is zoned R-4 (Single Family Residential). The R-4 zoning district
requires a minimum lot width of 50 ft. and minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet. The
Subject Property exceeds the minimum lot size; however, the lot is only 49.08 ft. wide.
The minimum required front yard is 35 ft. Zoning Code Section 3-110-G-8 allows the front
yard to be reduced to conform to existing neighboring buildings. This section allows a
reduced front yard based on the average of the neighboring existing buildings’ front yards;
however, no front yard is permitted to be less than 25 ft. The average per the Zoning Code
for the Subject Property is 35 ft. The Applicants’ requested 25.54 front yard is 9.46 ft. closer
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to the front property line than
permitted by 3-110-G-8. Figure 2
indicates the spatial distribution of the
front yards for the properties on the
600 block of S. Spring Ave.
Table 1 indicates the specific front
yards of the properties that front
along S. Spring Ave. bound by W.
48th Ave. to the north and W. 49th St.
to the south. The majority of the
homes on this block of S. Spring Ave.
have front yards that observe the
minimum required 35 ft. There are
multiple homes that would also need
a variance or Administrative
Adjustment for the construction of a
new porch.
Figure 2 The majority of the homes on the 600 block of S. Spring
observe the required 35 ft. front yard requirement.

Table 1
Front Yard Setbacks of Residences on the 600 block of S. Spring Ave.
West Side of S. Park Rd.

East Side of S. Park Rd.

House Number

Front Setback (ft.)

House Number

Front Setback (ft.)

600

35

601

35.04

606

33

607

35

612

35

611

32

618

35

615

35

624

31

621

35

630

35

625

32.6

638

32

633

33

640

35

641

35

645

33 1

3. Not Self-Created. The aforesaid unique physical condition is not the result of any action or
1 As measured in GIS with high resolution 2017 aerial imagery.
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inaction of the owner or its predecessors in title and existed at the time of the enactment of the
provisions from which a variation is sought or was created by natural forces or was the result
of governmental action, other than the adoption of this Code, for which no compensation was
paid.
Based on the Community Development Department’s building records the home was
constructed prior to 1936, predating the current Village Zoning Code. Since construction there
have been no additions or changes to the front of the home. The main entrance to the home
faces W. 48th Ave. The proposed porch would be a secondary entrance along S. Spring Ave.
Thus, the Applicants did not create any hardship on the property.
4. Denied Substantial Rights. The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from which a
variation is sought would deprive the owner of the Subject Property of substantial rights
commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots subject to the same provision.
The Zoning Code does not allow a porch to be constructed on the Subject Property without
either a variation or Administrative Adjustment. There is only one home along the 600 block
of S. Spring Ave. with a porch. The homeowners of 625 S. Spring Ave. obtained an
Administrative Adjustment for a six-foot-deep porch.

5. Not Merely Special Privilege. The alleged hardship or difficulty is not merely the inability of
the owner or occupant to enjoy some special privilege or additional right not available to
owners or occupants of other lots subject to the same provision, nor merely an inability to
make more money from the use of the Subject Property; provided, however, that where the
standards herein set out exist, the existence of an economic hardship shall not be a prerequisite
to the grant of an authorized variation.
The Applicants have indicated they are seeking the porch for the increased outdoor living
space. The placement of the existing home prevents the construction of the porch without
either a variation or Administrative Adjustment. Porches are a common entrance feature for
many other homes in the Village. Along the 600 block of S. Spring Ave. nine of the 17 lots
do not have covered entry feature. Only six homes have a portico or other covered entrance
feature. One home has a six-foot porch. The Applicants provided a list of seven homes that
have similar porches to the requested porch. All seven porches were constructed prior to the
current Zoning Code regulations for required minimum front yards.
6. Code and Plan Purposes. The variation would not result in a use or development of the Subject
Property that would be not in harmony with the general and specific purposes for which this
Code and the provision from which a variation is sought were enacted or the general purpose
and intent of the Official Comprehensive Plan.
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Of the 21 listed purposes of the Zoning Code (1-102) only one listed purpose is somewhat
applicable to the requested variation. Section 1-102-C-1 lists “protect the taxable value of land
and buildings.” As the Applicants have stated in their application the porch would add to the
value of the existing home.
The Comprehensive Plan includes a goal to “provide high quality housing options for Village
residents.” The proposed porch does not alter the type or style of housing, the porch is only an
added benefit to existing home, and thus this goal is only somewhat applicable. These
accessory structures, such as the proposed porch, do have visual impacts on both the home and
the neighborhood. The Applicants contend that the proposed porch will provides outdoor living
space, as stated in the application materials.
7. Essential Character of the Area. The variation would not result in a use or development on the
Subject Property that:
a. Would be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to the
enjoyment, use, development, or value of property or improvements permitted in the
vicinity; or
b. Would materially impair an adequate supply of light and air to the properties and
improvements in the vicinity; or
c. Would substantially increase congestion in the public streets due to traffic or parking; or
d. Would unduly increase the danger of flood or fire; or
e. Would unduly tax public utilities and facilitates in the area; or
f. Would endanger the public health or safety.
The variation would not be detrimental to the public welfare, or be injurious to the development
of the Subject Property or neighboring properties. The variation would also not impair an
adequate supply of light, and air to the Subject Property or neighboring properties. The
requested variation would have impacts on the character of the neighborhood. Of the 17 homes
on the block, three of the neighboring properties have porticos, three have other covered
entrance features, two have porches, and nine have no covered entrance feature (Figure 3).
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8. No Other Remedy. There is
no means other than the
requested variation by
which the alleged hardship
or difficulty can be avoided
or remedied to a degree
sufficient to permit a
reasonable use of the
Subject Property.
The Applicants could have
applied
for
an
Administrative Adjustment
to obtain a front porch with
a maximum depth of six
feet as the property at 625
S. Spring Ave. obtained.
However, the Applicants
indicated that six feet deep
porch was not sufficient for Figure 3 The directly adjacent lots do not have covered entrance features. Mid-block
there are more homes with covered entrance features.
their purposes. A 10 ft.
deep porch could only be approved via the variation process.
PREVIOUS VARIATION REQUESTS
The home at 625 S. Spring obtained an Administrative Adjustment for a six foot porch that resulted
in a front setback of 32.6 ft. Table 2 provides other examples of similar front porch variation
requests throughout the Village. All of the granted variations since 2012 have been for open front
porches, the Applicants are proposing a semi-enclosed porch with screens. Only one other porch
has been granted a 10 ft. depth.
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Table 2

Case
Type

Year

Variation

2003

Variation

2004

Variation

2004

Variation

2004

Variation

2005

Administ
rative
2012
Adjustme
nt
Variation

2015

Variation

2015

Variation

2016

Variation

2018

Variation

2018

Address

415 S.
Park Ave
224 S.
Stone
Ave
225 S.
Madison
Ave.
47 N.
Stone
Ave
344 S.
Stone
Ave
625 S.
Spring
Ave.
332 S.
Ashland
230 S.
Catherine
Ave.
300 S.
9th St.
429 S.
Park Rd.
419 S.
Park Rd.

Requested
Encroachme
nt in the
required
front yard

Resulting
Setback
(ft.)

Type of
Construction

Porch on
Original
Home

Approved or
Denied by the
Village Board

8

27.5

Addition

No

Approved

9.5

17.58

Replacement
of Existing
Porch

Yes

Approved

8

12.47

Addition

Yes

Approved

7-8

15.75

New
Construction

N/A

Approved

7

20

New
Construction

N/A

Approved

6

32.6

Addition

Unknown

Approved

7

16.53

Addition

No

Approved

10.58-7.33

13.22

Addition

Unknown

Approved

6.75

28.25

New
Construction

N/A

Approved

8

23.38

Addition

Portico

Approved

8

23.17

Addition

Yes

Approved

CONCLUSION
The Applicants are requesting an entrance feature that are common accessory features to
residences in the Village; the majority of the homes on this block of S. Spring Ave. do not have
covered entry features.
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If the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the proposed variation fails to meet the variation
standards in Section 14-303-F of the Zoning Code, then a motion to recommend denial would be
appropriate.
If the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the proposed variation fails to meet the variation
standards in Section 14-303-F of the Zoning Code, but a lesser variation is appropriate, then the
Commission could offer an alternative option that provides the Applicants’ some relief from the
minimum front yard requirement and that is more consistent with the previously approved
variations.
If the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the proposed variation meets the variation standards in
Section 14-303-F of the Zoning Code, then a motion to recommend approval would be
appropriate.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Application submittal package
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STAFF MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:

Zoning Board of Appeals
Heather Valone, AICP, Interim Planner

THROUGH: Charity Jones, AICP, Community Development Director
SUBJECT:

ZBA #623 – A Variation from Paragraph 3-110E1 (Maximum Building Coverage
for an interior lot) to allow the construction of two porches within the R-4 Single
Family Residential District, Judi and Toni Mooncotch, 128 S. Waiola Avenue.

DATE:

May 17, 2018

PROPOSAL
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Judi and Toni Mooncotch (the “Applicants”), owners of the property at 128 S. Waiola (the “Subject
Property”) (Figure 1) wish construct roofs over the front and rear decks converting the decks into
porches. Porches are defined in the Zoning Code as a one-story roofed structure attached to the
plan of the building with at least one unenclosed side. The covering of the decks thus changes the
decks to porches. Per the Zoning Code porches contribute to maximum building coverage. The
maximum allowable building coverage
in the R-4 District is 30%, 2,045.45
square feet for the Subject Property.
With the proposed porches, the property
would exceed the Maximum Building
Coverage of 30% set forth in Paragraph
3-110E1 by 341 square feet or 4.78%.
Subparagraph 14-303E1(c) (Authorized
Variations) allows the increase of the
maximum allowable building coverage
by no more than 20%. The requested
variation falls within the authorized
limits of the Zoning Code. The proposed
construction would not require any other
variations from code (in particular the
project otherwise meets required lot
coverage requirements).
VARIATION STANDARDS
Figure 1 The subject property is located in the mid-block of 100 S.
Section 14-303-F of the La Grange Waiola Ave.
Zoning Ordinance establishes standards for variations as follows:

ZBA #623– 128 S. Waiola Ave.
May 17, 2018
1. General Standard. No variation shall be granted pursuant to this Section unless the applicant
shall establish that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of this Code would create a
particular hardship or a practical difficulty. Such a showing shall require proof that the
variation being sought satisfies each of the standards set forth in this Subsection.
The Zoning Board of Appeals should be mindful of this general standard when evaluating the
submitted application.
2. Unique Physical Condition. The subject property is exceptional as compared to other lots
subject to the same provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including presence of
an existing use, structure, or sign, whether conforming or nonconforming; irregular or
substandard shape or size; exceptional topographical features; or other extraordinary
physical conditions peculiar to and inherent in the subject property that amount to more than
a mere inconvenience to the owner and that relate to or arise out of the lot rather than the
personal situation of the current owner of the lot.
The subject lot is in the R-4 District which requires a minimum lot with of 50 ft. and minimum
lot size of 6,000 square feet. The Subject Property has a lot width of 50 ft. meeting the
minimum lot width requirement. The subject lot is 6,801.5 square feet, exceeding the minimum
lot size requirement. The Subject Property is a similar lot size and depth as neighboring
properties along the west block face off the 100 block of S. Waiola and other residential
properties in the R-4 zoning district.
The Zoning Code restricts the building coverage on the Subject Property to 30%, 2,040.45
square feet for the Subject Property. The current home as constructed with the rear and front
decks has a building coverage of 2,024.8 square feet (15.65 square feet below maximum
building coverage). Along the west side of the 100 block of S. Waiola Ave. 78% of the lots
have a maximum building coverage of about 2,040 square feet. Along the east block face of
the 100 block of S. Waiola Ave., one lot is sized similarly to the Subject Property; the other
six lots are larger and have an average maximum building coverage of 3,330 square feet (Table
1). Although the majority of the homes along the west block face are similar to the size of the
Subject Property, the majority also have front covered porches.
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Table 1

West side of S. Waiola Ave.
House Number
Lot Size (sqft.)
102
9,092
104
6,798
108
6,795
112
6,800
116
6,801
124
6,805
124
6,802
128
6,801
132
10,203
140
10,219

East Side of S. Waiola Ave.
House Number
Lot Size (sqft.)
140
10,219
105
6,788
109
13,571
117
10,138
131
16,925
135
10,213
141
10,141

3. Not Self-Created. The aforesaid unique physical condition is not the result of any action or
inaction of the owner or its predecessors in title and existed at the time of the enactment of the
provisions from which a variation is sought or was created by natural forces or was the result
of governmental action, other than the adoption of this Code, for which no compensation was
paid.
Prior to 2014, the Subject Property was part of a larger zoning lot comprised of the property to
the north and the Subject Property. The lot to the north contained the home and the Subject
Property contained the detached garage for the home. Although considered one zoning lot, it
was comprised of two lots of record that meet the minimum requirements in the zoning code
for size and width. Thus the garage was demolished on the Subject Property and the home at
128 S. Waiola Ave. was constructed. The lot was developed by K&V Developments, LLC and
purchased by the Applicants after construction in 2017.
4. Denied Substantial Rights. The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from which a
variation is sought would deprive the owner of the subject property of substantial rights
commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots subject to the same provision.
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Of the 17 homes on the 100 block of S. Waiola Ave., 13 have front porches, three have porticos,
and two have no covered entry feature
(Figure 2). The number of homes along
this block with rear porches varied
greatly. Thus, the requested front porch
would be in keeping with the
architectural features of the block, as the
Applicants have indicated in the
application materials.
The Applicants also indicated in the
application materials that the requested
porches would increase the utility of the
existing outdoor living space. Although
the existing decks do not provide cover
from the weather, they do provide
outdoor living space.
Figure 2 The most common entrance type on this block is porches.

5. Not Merely Special Privilege. The alleged hardship or difficulty is not merely the inability of
the owner or occupant to enjoy some special privilege or additional right not available to
owners or occupants of other lots subject to the same provision, nor merely an inability to
make more money from the use of the subject property; provided, however, that where the
standards herein set out exist, the existence of an economic hardship shall not be a prerequisite
to the grant of an authorized variation.
As noted previously the Applicants currently have decks that afford outdoor living space. The
utility of the decks can be impacted by inclement weather; however, the decks still provide
outdoor living space and do not exceed the maximum 30% building coverage. The neighboring
lots are roughly the same size; although these homes feature porches, the remainder of the
homes are smaller to comply with the 30% building coverage maximum. The Applicants’
requested 2,365.9 sf building coverage is approximately the same building coverage that would
be allowed on a 7,886 sf lot.
6. Code and Plan Purposes. The variation would not result in a use or development of the subject
property that would be not in harmony with the general and specific purposes for which this
Code and the provision from which a variation is sought were enacted or the general purpose
and intent of the Official Comprehensive Plan.
The maximum building coverage is a bulk standard in the Zoning Code that serves several
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purposes including to regulate neighborhood character and as a component of stormwater
management. The proposal for the front porch is in keeping with the general character of the
area. The rear porch is somewhat in keeping with the general character of the area. The size of
the proposed principal structure when compared to the neighing homes is a concern. The
Subject Property is constructed with an attached garage while the remaining properties are
constructed with detached garages 1. The request would increase the size of the principal
building further differentiating the Subject Property from the neighboring properties.
The Comprehensive Plan includes a goal to “provide high quality housing options for Village
residents.” The proposed porch does not alter the type or style of housing, the porch is only an
added benefit to existing home, and thus this goal is only somewhat applicable. Accessory
features, such as the proposed porches do have visual impacts on both the home and the
neighborhood. The Applicants contend that the proposed front porch is consistent with the
other 12 porches on the block.
7. Essential Character of the Area. The variation would not result in a use or development on the
subject property that:
a. Would be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to the
enjoyment, use, development, or value of property or improvements permitted in the
vicinity; or
b. Would materially impair an adequate supply of light and air to the properties and
improvements in the vicinity; or
c. Would substantially increase congestion in the public streets due to traffic or parking; or
d. Would unduly increase the danger of flood or fire; or
e. Would unduly tax public utilities and facilitates in the area; or
f. Would endanger the public health or safety.
The variation would not be detrimental to the public welfare, or be injurious to the development
of the Subject Property or neighboring properties. The variation would also not impair an
adequate supply of light, and air to the Subject Property or neighboring properties. The
requested variation would have impacts on the character of the neighborhood. The front porch
is consistent with neighboring properties; the rear porch is only somewhat consistent with the
directly adjacent properties. The resulting size of the home is consistent with the larger homes
on the east block face that are situated on larger lots, but not consistent with the homes directly
adjacent to the Subject Property on the west block face. The larger proposed home will have
visual impacts on the west block face as the lots are smaller and are situated closer to one
another as compared to the larger lots on the east block face.
1 The home at 120 S. Waiola appears to have a rear-loading garage that is attached via breezeway, which is more consistent with
the detached garages than a front loading detached garage.
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As the home was constructed in the last five years a dissipation system (stormwater
management) is in place to capture the stormwater on site. Dissipation systems are required to
have a capacity for the maximum lot coverage permitted. In the R-4 District the maximum
permitted lot coverage is 45%. The Applicants are not proposing to exceed maximum lot
coverage; thus the dissipation system has the capacity for the proposed variation. The method
to convey the water into the dissipation system will need to be addressed at the time of building
permit application. The requested variation is will have more impacts on the appearance of the
neighborhood than stormwater management.
8. No Other Remedy. There is no means other than the requested variation by which the alleged
hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to permit a reasonable
use of the subject property.
The Applicants could have applied for an Administrative Adjustment to allow for 100 square
feet increase in building coverage; however, that would only have allowed for a portion of one
deck to be covered. The front deck 119 square feet and the rear deck is 222 square feet. The
Applicants are requesting to cover both the front and rear decks; this could only be approved
via the variation process.
PREVIOUS VARIATION REQUESTS
Table 2 lists all the building coverage variation requests since 1991. The majority of the requested
variations for building coverage were to allow construction of two car detached garages. The
average of the granted building coverage variations is 250 square feet.
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Table 2

Year

Address

Exceeding Maximum
Building Coverage By
(sqft.)

Type of
Construction

Approved or
Denied by the
Village Board

1991

226 S. Sixth Ave.

180.64

Garage

Approved

1992

217 N. Catherine
Ave

187.2

Garage

Approved

1992

114 S. Ashland Ave.

368.28

Garage

Approved

1993

745 S. Kensington
Ave.

43.59

Garage

Approved

1993

227 Sawyer Ave.

145.09

Garage

Approved

199.9

Garage

Approved

258.2

Garage

Approved

496.7

Addition

Denied

81.45

Addition

Approved

1995
1998
1999
2001

122 N. Catherine
Ave
233 S. Kensington
Ave.
230 S. Catherine
Ave.
220 S. Catherine
Ave.

2002

330 Leitch Ave.

265.3

Porch

Approved

2002

121 S. Spring Ave.

271.6

Addition

Approved

2002

208 S. Madison
Ave.

310

Addition

Approved

2003

17 N. Dover Ave.

180.2

Addition

Approved

2003

62 N. Dover Ave.

101.5

Garage

Approved

2003

341 S. Spring Ave.

120

Garage

Approved

241.98

Garage

Approved

327.3

Addition

Approved

284.6

Front Porch

Approved

2003
2004
2004

243 Washington
Ave.
841 S. Catherine
Ave.
305 S. Kensington
Ave.

2005

39 N. Park Rd.

185

Addition

Denied

2005

342 S. Catherine
Ave.

321.69

Porch

Approved
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2005

143 S. Spring Ave.

321.69

Porch

Approved

2005

444 8th Ave.

132.44

Addition

Approved

2006

737 S. Waiola Ave.

134.64

Garage

Approved

192.6

Addition

Approved

292.3

Addition

Approved

2006
2006

349 S. Kensington
Ave.
437 S. Catherine
Ave.

2007

213 S. Ashland Ave.

314

Addition and
Garage

Denied

2007

100 S. Ashland Ave.

437

Garage

Approved

2007

320 S. Ashland Ave.

28.75

Porch

Approved

2007

346 S. Kensington
Ave.

244

Porch

Approved

2008

106 N. Waiola

150

Addition

Approved

293

Garage

Approved

155

Addition

Approved

218.5

Garage

Withdrawn

310

Garage

Approved

181.79

Addition and
Garage

Denied

2008
2009
2009
2009
2010

309 S. Kensington
Ave.
222 N. Catherine
Ave.
315 S. Catherine
Ave.
20 N. Catherine
Ave.
315 S. Catherine
Ave.

2012

850 S. 10th Ave.

510

Swimming Pool

Approved

2013

233 S. Ashland Ave.

155

Mud Room and
Front Porch

Approved

2013

235 S. La Grange
Rd.

227

Garage

Approved

2014

415 S. Park Rd.

156

Garage

Approved

112

Addition

Denied

389.5

Addition

Approved

167

Porch

Approved

2015
2015
2015

737 S. Madison
Ave.
222 S. Kensington
Ave.
332 S. Ashland Ave.
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2016
2016
2017

605 S. Brainard
Ave.
230 S. Catherine
Ave.
216 S. 6th Ave.

396.7

Addition

Approved

249

Porch

Approved

198

Garage

Approved

CONCLUSION
The Applicants are requesting variations to enable construction of architectural features that are
common throughout the Village; however, the requested 341 square feet is substantially larger
than the average granted variation.
If the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the proposed variation fails to meet the variation
standards in Section 14-303-F of the Zoning Code, then a motion to recommend denial would be
appropriate.
If the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the proposed variation fails to meet the variation
standards in Section 14-303-F of the Zoning Code, but a lesser variation is appropriate, then the
Commission could offer an alternative option that provides the Applicants’ some relief from the
maximum building coverage and that is more consistent with the previously approved variations.
If the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the proposed variation meets the variation standards in
Section 14-303-F of the Zoning Code, then a motion to recommend approval would be
appropriate.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Application submittal package
2. Neighboring properties’ comments
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Attachment 1

APPLICATION FOR ZONING VARIATION
Application #
Date Filed:
UARCO #

TO THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
VILLAGE OF LA GRANGE, ILLINOIS
(please type or print)
Application is hereby made by
Address: 128 S. Waiola Avenue
Phone:
Owner of property located at: Judi & Toni Mooncotch

(773) 551-7100

Permanent Real Estate Index No:
Present Zoning Classification:

R-4

Present Use: Single Family Residence

Ordinance Provision for Variation from Article # 3-110,E
(Maximum Building Coverage on an Interior Lot - 30%)

of Zoning Ordinance, to wit: 1

A. Minimum Variation of Zoning requirement necessary to permit the proposed use, construction, or development:
1. A 4.4 % increase in the Building Coverage to allow us to build a roof over the existing Front and Back
Porches.

B. The purpose therefore, to add roof over existing Front and Back Porches

C. The specific feature(s) of the proposed use, construction, or development that require a variation:
1. Building Coverage – the current house and garage cover 2,020 square feet on a lot 50’ x 136 (6,800 square feet)
with a 30% Building Coverage (2,040 square feet) .The Proposed Addition of a roof to the Front and Back Porch
is 321 square feet ; we are currently under the maximum Building Coverage by 20 square feet - therefore we are
requesting 301 square feet or 4.4 % increase.

PLAT OF SURVEY must be submitted with application. The plat should show any existing buildings on the petitioned
property as well as any existing buildings on property immediately adjacent. It should also show any proposed new
construction in connection with the variation, including landscaping, fencing, etc.
1. General Standard. The Petitioner must list below FACTS AND REASONS substantially supporting each of the
following conclusions or the petition for variation cannot be granted. (if necessary, use additional page)
a. State practical difficulty or particular hardship created for you in carrying out the strict letter of the
zoning
regulations, to wit: to be able to enjoy the benefits of a covered front and back porch and blend in
with the character of the neighborhood which consists of many homes with covered porches

b. A reasonable return or use of your property is not possible under the existing regulations, because: We believe
that a covered porch across the front and back of the house is a reasonable request. We could not add roofs to
both porches within the current regulations. We would like covered porches that allow for increased use both in
sunshine and inclement weather conditions that are conducive to conversations and it would expand our living
space.

c. Your situation is unique (not applicable to other properties within that zoning district or area) in the following
respect(s):We have a house that was built with a partial front and back porch (without a roof) and we just
wish to complete it. Therefore our request is in keeping with the character of the block. We have kept our Front
Porch setback even with the existing Front Porch so we do blend in. There are many covered Front Porches in
the neighborhood as well as on our block.

2. Unique Physical Condition. The subject property is exceptional as compared to other lots subject to the same
provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including presence of an existing use, structure, or sign, whether
conforming or nonconforming; irregular or substandard shape or size; exceptional topographical features; or other
extraordinary physical conditions peculiar to and inherent in the subject property that amount to more than a mere
inconvenience to the owner and that relate to or arise out of the lot rather than the personal situation of the current owner
of the lot.
The architectural style of the house is an updated Farmhouse style with siding and cedar shakes. We believe that a
covered front porch will not only give us the opportunity to use it and interact with the neighborhood but will enhance
the appearance of our home. The addition of the roofs to both front and back porches is intended to blend in and enhance
the original architectural design features and scale of the house. We intend on accomplishing that goal by utilizing
similar materials such as the standing seam metal roof at the front porch.

3. Not Self-Created. The aforesaid unique physical condition is not the result of any action or inaction of the owner or
its predecessors in title and existed at the time of the enactment of the provisions from which a variation is sought or
was created by natural forces or was the result of governmental action, other than the adoption of this Code, for which
no compensation was paid
The home was built prior to our purchase of the home. We have lived in LaGrange for approximately a year and feel that
this addition will complete the design and give our house the warm approachability similar to many homes in the
neighborhood.
.

4. Denied Substantial Rights. The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from which a variation is sought
would deprive the owner of the subject property of substantial rights commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots subject
to the same provision.
The denial of the increase in Building Coverage would eliminate the potential of adding the covered front and back
porch feature (a key component in expanding outdoor living space and adding the character that would enhance the
neighborhood).

5. Not Merely Special Privilege. The alleged hardship or difficulty is not merely inability of the owner or occupant to
enjoy some special privilege or additional right not available to owners or occupants of other lots subject to the same
provision, nor merely an inability to make more money from the use of the subject property; provided, however, that
where the standards herein set out exist, the existence of an economic hardship shall not be a prerequisite to the grant of
an authorized variation.
Our disadvantage is that the house along with the Front and Back Porch were built by someone else prior to our
purchase of the home. We are cognizant as to the reasons that the 30% Building Coverage is in place and we will do
everything that we can not to adversely impact the adjacent neighbors. We will address the main concern with regard to
additional storm water runoff with the help of a Civil Engineer and will submit completely designed storm water
dissipation as part of the permitting process. In a secondary concern with regard to the 30% Building Coverage is to
address the “Bulk” and overcrowding and we feel that the current design should allay those fears.
6. Code and Plan Purposes. The variation would not result in a use or development of the subject property that would
be not in harmony with the general and specific purposes for which this Code and the provision from which a variation
is sought were enacted or the general purpose and intent of the Official Comprehensive Plan.
We feel that the variance process has been put in place for instances just such as this. Our request is sincere and we do
not feel that it is extraordinary in size or function. We shall have the Civil Engineer prepare a design solution that
addresses the Building Coverage concerns. We are prepared to increase the existing capacity of the current storm
dissipation system currently located in the back yard.

7. Essential Character of the Area. The variation would not result in a use or development on the subject property that:
(a) Would be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially injurious to the enjoyment, use,
development, or value of property or improvements permitted in the vicinity; or
(b) Would materially impair an adequate supply of light and air to the properties and improvements in the
vicinity; or
(c) Would substantially increase congestion in the public streets due to traffic or parking; or
(d) Would unduly increase the danger of flood or fire; or
(e) Would unduly tax public utilities and facilities in the area; or
(f) Would endanger the public health or safety.
We
believe that our request would not adversely affect any of the aforementioned items

8. No Other Remedy. There is no means other than the requested variation by which the alleged hardship or difficulty
can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to permit a reasonable use of the subject property.
We respectfully request that an addition of a roof over the existing front and back porch (321 square feet) for a total of
301 square feet over the maximum Building Coverage be granted. The current maximum Building Coverage is 2,040
square feet and we are proposing 2,341 square feet (a 4.4% increase). The current Authorized Variation for maximum
allowable Lot Impervious Surface Coverage is 20% and we are asking for only 4.4 %.

***
NOTICE: This application must be filed with the office of the Community Development Director, accompanied by
necessary data called for above and the required filing fee of Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00).
The above minimum fee shall be payable at the time of the filing of such request. It is also understood that the applicant
shall reimburse the Village any additional costs over and above these minimums, which are incurred by the Village,

including but not limited to the following:
(a)

Legal Publication (direct cost);

(b)

Recording Secretarial Services (direct cost);

(c)

Court Reporter (direct cost);

(d)

Administrative Review and Preparation (hourly salary times a multiplier sufficient to
recover 100 percent of the direct and indirect cost of such service);

(e)

Document Preparation and Review (hourly salary times a multiplier sufficient to recover
100 percent of the direct and indirect cost of such service);

(f)

Professional and Technical Consultant Services (direct cost);

(g)

Legal Review, Consultation, and Advice (direct cost);

(h)

Copy Reproduction (direct cost); and

(i)

Document Recordation (direct cost); and

(j)

Postage Costs (direct cost).

Such additional costs shall be paid by the applicant prior to the Board of Trustees making a decision regarding the
request.
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that I am the owner, or contract purchaser (Evidence of title or other interest you
have in the subject property, date of acquisition of such interest, and the specific nature of such interest must be
submitted with application.) and do hereby certify that the above statements are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge.
(Signature of Owner or Contract Purchaser)
(City)

(State)

(Zip Code)

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

(Notary Public)

(Address)

(Seal)

day of

, 20

.

Attachment 2
Heather Valone
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jardkr@aol.com
Thursday, May 10, 2018 10:37 AM
Heather Valone
Zoning Application for 128 S. Waiola

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Good Morning Heather,
I wanted to send a quick message regarding the zoning application for 128 S. Waiola. I am the neighbor 1 door south of
this house and I am all in favor of the work being proposed to the front and back porch. I think it will add to the look of the
house and make both spaces more functional for the family. I am not able to go to the hearing so I hope by me sending
this e-mail I am helping out.
Thanks, and have a great day.
Deanna Rebello
140 S. Waiola Ave.
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Heather Valone
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brian Murray <bpmurr@gmail.com>
Thursday, May 10, 2018 11:24 AM
Heather Valone
128 S Waiola Zoning

Dear Heather,
My name is Brian Murray, I am the homeowner and resident of 124 S Waiola Ave. I'm writing to support my
neighbors, Judi and Toni, at 128 S Waiola in their application a zoning variance.
My understanding is that they wish to to put roofs over their front and back decks, and that this requires a zoning

variance as it will result in the property being over-developed. I believe that a variance in this circumstance is warranted -the changes they wish to make will exclusively affect their own property, and will have no impact on the enjoyment or
atmosphere of neighboring properties, including my own.
Additionally, Judi and Toni have been absolutely fantastic neighbors since they moved into 128 S Waiola about a year
ago. I can't speak highly enough about their character. Their kids are exactly the same age as mine, and we're looking
forward to them all growing up together. It has been fantastic having them next door to us.

I'm happy to answer any questions you may have, or to elaborate further. Please don't hesitate to email me or
call me at 734-260-1254.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Best Regards,
Brian Murray (124 S Waiola)
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